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Value diversity and conservation conflict: Lessons from the 
management of red grouse and hen harriers in England















































7.	 Pro‐bird	 affiliates	 showed	 clear	 preference	 for	 less	 invasive	 management,	 and	
along	with	Pro‐raptor	respondents	did	not	support	brood	management	(removal	
and	later	release	of	eggs/young	when	harrier	density	is	high).	Field	sport	individu-








notoriously	 complex	 and	 difficult	 to	 resolve	 as	 they	 often	 involve	
parties	with	different	identities,	values,	and	worldviews.	Identifying	
and	agreeing	upon	 interventions	 in	 such	 “wicked”	 settings	 is	 chal-
lenging,	 in	 part	 because	we	need	 a	 cross‐disciplinary	 approach	 to	
address	 these	 problems	 (Mason	 et	 al.,	 2018).	 Even	 if	 the	 ecology	
is	 understood,	 and	 management	 put	 in	 place	 to	 minimize	 wildlife	
impact,	 underlying	 social	 conflicts	 are	 likely	 to	 continue	 if	 they	
are	driven	by	deep‐seated	value	differences	 (Madden	&	McQuinn,	
2014;	Manfredo	et	al.,	2017).	Scholars	from	diverse	fields	including	
anthropology,	 geography,	 and	 history	 have	 explored	 connections	
and	interactions	between	humans	and	nonhuman	animals	(DeMello,	
2012).	 For	 example,	 through	 an	 anthropological	 lens,	Whitehouse	
(2009)	 investigated	 “the	 goose	 problem”	 on	 Islay,	 Scotland;	Duffy	
and	Moore	(2010)	examined	the	political	ecology	of	human–animal	
relationships	in	the	context	of	elephant	tourism;	and	Pooley	(2016)	
























on	 relationships,	deliberation,	 and	 trust	 in	 addition	 to	exploring	 comanagement	
interventions.
K E Y W O R D S
conflict,	conservation	psychology,	perceptions,	hen	harrier,	predator,	red	grouse,	trust,	wildlife	
value	orientations












Animals have rights 
like human
We should use animals, but be 
humane
Hunting is a negative activity
You should not kill animals
Hunting it a positive activity
You should eat animals you shoot
HuntsVotes to ban hunting 
Intends to support anti-hunt 
activities
Intends to hunt
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they	would	complete	tax	returns	and	be	honest	with	their	friends)	







life	 can	help	managers	predict	 support	 for	 interventions	 (Vaske	&	
Donnelly,	1999;	Vaske	&	Manfredo,	2012).	Indeed,	Chan	et	al.	(2016)	
outlined	how	a	more	robust	consideration	of	relational	values,	which	
concern	 all	 manners	 of	 relationships	 between	 people	 and	 nature,	



















orientations	 towards	 forests	were	significantly	more	 likely	 to	hold	
proforest‐preservation	 attitudes	 and	 intended	 to	 vote	 in	 support	









The	 persistent	 conflict	 between	 hunting	 and	 conservation	 in-
terests	over	the	management	of	red	grouse	 (Lagopus lagopus scoti‐
cus)	 and	hen	harrier	 (Circus cyaneus)	 in	 the	UK	uplands	 represents	
a	classic	example	of	how	research	has	focussed	on	ecology	(Elston,	
Spezia,	Baines,	&	Redpath,	2014;	Thirgood	&	Redpath,	2005,	2008).	
Grouse	management	occurs	on	private	estates	 in	heather	 (Calluna 
vulgaris)—dominated	 moorlands—a	 habitat	 of	 international	 con-




significantly	 limit	 red	 grouse	 populations	 reducing	 the	 number	
available	to	shoot	and	thus	the	economic	viability	of	driven	grouse	

















less	 agreement	 about	management.	 Suggested	 strategies	 have	 in-
cluded:	diversionary	feeding	of	harriers	to	reduce	predatory	impact	
on	grouse;	reintroduction	of	harriers	away	from	grouse	moors;	re-
moving	 eggs/chicks	 from	nests	when	harrier	 density	 is	 high,	 rear-
ing	in	captivity	and	releasing	(brood	management);	licencing	grouse	
moors	 to	 ensure	 sustainable	 and	 legal	 management	 practices;	















England.	Previous	dialogue	 searching	 for	 shared	 solutions	was	es-
tablished	in	2005	(Elston	et	al.,	2014).	However,	this	was	unsuccess-
ful	as	conservation	organizations	withdrew	from	the	process,	partly	
because	 harriers	 continued	 to	 be	 killed	 illegally,	 becoming	 locally	
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eggs	or	young	from	one	nest	being	removed,	raised	in	captivity	and	
later	released	if	two	harrier	nests	occur	within	10	km	(DEFRA,	2016).
Our	 study	 aimed	 to	 explore	 factors	 associated	 with	 support/
opposition	 for	 the	 different	 interventions	 proposed	 in	 the	 Action	
Plan.	We	targeted	a	range	of	organizations	taking	positions	on	dif-
ferent	sides	of	the	debate	from	profield	sports	(i.e.,	hunting,	shoot-









2  | MATERIAL S AND METHODS
Questionnaire	 construction	 was	 guided	 by	 conceptual	 frame-











2016)	 to	 suit	 the	 harrier/grouse	management	 context.	 Together,	
the	scores	from	these	statements	formed	an	index	that	described	
where	 respondents	 sat	 on	 the	 utilitarian‐mutualist	 continuum,	
that	 is,	 their	 wildlife	 value	 orientation	 (Manfredo,	 2008;	 Teel	 &	
Manfredo,	 2010).	 Third,	 19	 statements	 investigated	 specific	 at-
titudes	towards:	harriers	on	the	English	uplands;	 the	 importance	
of	 harrier	 conservation	 compared	 to	maintaining	 a	 rural	 way	 of	
life;	 grouse	 shooting;	 gamekeepers;	 and	 raptor	 conservationists	
(Supporting	information	Table	S2).	Fourth,	participants	were	asked	
to	express	 their	 level	of	 support	 for	 current	 and	proposed	man-
agement	options	defined	in	the	Action	Plan.	Fifth,	for	each	man-
agement	option,	 respondents	 indicated	how	much	 the	 approach	
would	increase	the	number	of	harriers	in	England,	reduce	impact	
of	harriers	on	red	grouse,	 reduce	disagreements	between	stake-
holders,	 and	 reduce	 illegal	 harrier	 killing.	 Lastly,	 using	 a	 5‐point	
scale,	respondents	indicated	their	level	of	trust	in	Natural	England	
(strongly	 distrust	=	−2;	 strongly	 trust	=	2).	 Respondents	 could	
select	 “Don't	 know”	 or	 similar	 (e.g.,	 not	 applicable)	 throughout.	




We	 disseminated	 the	 online	 questionnaire	 (SurveyMonkey)	
through	 eight	 organizations	 that	 represented	 the	 interests	 of	
field	sports	and	birds.	Organizations	were	provided	with	a	unique	
web	 link	to	the	questionnaire	embedded	within	email	 text	 intro-
ducing	the	study.	Invitations	were	only	sent	to	members	residing	
in	 England	 as	 management	 approaches	 differ	 elsewhere	 in	 the	














(CFA)	was	 conducted	 to	 test	 whether	 the	 a	 priori	 groupings	 of	
variables	into	wildlife	belief	dimensions	and	wildlife	value	orien-
tation	 domains	were	 a	 good	 fit	 to	 the	 data	 (Fulton	 et	 al.,	 1996;	
Teel	&	Manfredo,	2010).	The	CFA's	were	performed	using	princi-
pal	 axis	 factoring	with	 orthogonal	 (varimax)	 rotation.	 Reliability	
of	 variable	 groupings	 was	 confirmed	 using	 Cronbach's	 alpha	 (a	
measure	 of	 how	 closely	 related	 a	 set	 of	 variables	 are)	 and	 thus	
average	scores	across	each	of	the	dimensions	and	domains	were	






investigate	 the	 relationship	 between	wildlife	 value	 orientations	
and	 attitudes;	 attitudes	 and	 support	 for	management;	 and	 par-
ticipant	affiliation	and	 trust	 in	NE.	All	 analyses	were	conducted	
in	SPSS	(version	24).
3  | RESULTS
Of	 2,807	 invited	 participants,	 555	 responded.	 Records	 where	 no	
questions	were	answered	were	deleted	 (n	=	19),	 leaving	data	 from	
536	 respondents	 affiliated	 to	 Field	 sport	 (n	=	142),	 Non‐raptor	
(n	=	145),	Pro‐raptor	(n	=	147),	and	Pro‐bird	(n	=	102)	organizations.	
Most	 respondents	were	aware	of	 the	Action	Plan	 (86.4%)	but	 less	
than	half	(39.6%)	had	read	it.
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3.1 | Basic beliefs and wildlife value orientation
Confirmatory	 factor	 analysis	 provided	 factor	 loadings	 that	 sup-
ported	 the	 a	 priori	 grouping	 of	 the	 nine	 basic	 belief	 statements	
into	 three	 dimensions	 named	 “Wildlife	 Management,”	 “Shooting,”	
and	 “Equality	 between	people	 and	wildlife”	 reflecting	 the	 content	
of	 the	 statements	 incorporated	 into	 each	 dimension	 (Supporting	










and	 wildlife	 (“EqualityCOR(20)”).	 Respondents	 were	 then	 catego-
rized	 into	 wildlife	 value	 orientations	 according	 to	 their	 scores	 on	


















Mean	 wildlife	 value	 orientation	 scores	 differed	 significantly	
between	 Utilitarian,	 Pluralist	 A,	 Pluralist	 B,	 and	 Mutualist	 respon-
dents	 (Species	 Management	 (F(3,491)	=	522.41,	 p	<	0.01;	 Equality	
(F(3,491)	=	389.16,	 p	<	0.01).	 Post	 hoc	 tests	 (Tukey's	 HSD)	 revealed	
that	support	for	Wildlife	Management	and	Shooting	was	lower	among	
people	holding	Mutualist	and	Pluralist	B	value	orientations,	compared	














value	 orientations	 (71.6%	 and	 75.6%	 respectively)	 indicating	 that	
they	did	not	support	Shooting	or	Wildlife	Management	and	viewed	
wildlife	 to	be	 somewhat	equal	 to	humans	and	deserving	of	 rights.	
Pluralist	B	orientations,	indicating	a	lack	of	support	for	Shooting	or	
Management	but	prioritization	of	human	well‐being	over	the	rights	





Wildlife value orientation domains (bold) and 
basic belief dimensions
Wildlife value orientations
Utilitarian (n = 121) 
Mean (SE)
Pluralist A (n = 119) 
Mean (SE)
Pluralist B (n = 41) 
Mean (SE)
Mutualist (n = 185) 
Mean (SE)
Species management 1.40 (0.04) 1.18 (0.04) −0.43 (0.10) −0.52 (0.04)
Wildlife	management	beliefs 1.30	(0.06) 1.13	(0.06) −0.60	(0.15) −0.40	(0.06)
Shooting	beliefs 1.50	(0.05) 1.23	(0.06) −0.26	(0.15) −0.64	(0.06)
Equality between people and wildlife 0.59 (0.05) −1.01 (0.04) 0.33 (0.08) −1.29 (0.04)
Beliefs	in	needs	of	people	coming	before	
wildlife
0.59	(0.05) −1.01	(0.04) 0.33	(0.08) −1.29	(0.04)
Affiliation
Field	sport	(i.e.,	hunting,	shooting,	fishing) 51.2 43.8 1.7 3.3
Non‐raptor	(focusing	on	the	protection	of	
nonraptors)
39.7 39.7 6.6 14.0
Pro‐raptor	(specializing	in	raptor	protection) 6.0 9.0 13.4 71.6
Pro‐bird	(involved	in	nonraptor	and	raptor	
protection)
3.3 6.7 14.4 75.6




Reliability	 analysis	 revealed	 high	 internal	 consistency	 for	 sets	 of	 at-
titude	 statements	 within	 the	 five	 core	 areas	 measured;	 Cronbach's	
alpha	 ranged	 from	 0.69	 to	 0.85	 (Supporting	 Information	 Table	 S2).	
Consequently,	 average	 scores	 for	 each	 attitude	 realm	 were	 calcu-
lated	 for	 individuals.	 There	 were	 statistically	 significant	 differences	
between	 respondent	 affiliation	 and	 their	 attitudes	 towards	 harriers	
on	 the	English	uplands	 (F(3,439)	=	117.57,	p	≤	0.001),	 the	 importance	
of	 harrier	 conservation	 compared	 to	maintaining	 a	 rural	 way	 of	 life	
(F(3,444)	=	168.75,	 p	≤	0.001),	 grouse	 shooting	 (F(3,401)	=	280.94,	
p	≤	0.001),	 gamekeepers	 (F(3,443)	=	110.13,	 p	≤	0.001),	 and	 raptor	
conservationists	(F(3,450)	=	95.71,	p	≤	0.001)	(Figure	2).	Post	hoc	tests	





way	 of	 life,	 and	 raptor	 conservationists.	 Compared	 to	 other	 groups,	
















r =	−0.62,	 p ≤	0.001;	 Equality	 r = −0.46,	 p ≤	0.001)	 while	 attitude	 to-
wards	Shooting	became	more	positive	(Species	Management	r = 0.77,	
p ≤	0.001;	Equality	r	=	0.43,	p ≤	0.001).
Across	 all	 respondents,	 80%	 of	 the	 correlations	 between	 at-
titudes	 and	 support	 for	management	were	 significant	 (Supporting	
Information	Table	S4).	As	attitude	scores	towards	harriers	increased,	
indicative	of	more	Mutualist	views,	so	too	did	support	for	monitor-






individuals	 sat	 on	 the	 Utilitarian‐Mutualist	 spectrum	 influenced	
their	 attitudes	 and	 these	 attitudes	were	 related	 to	 expressions	 of	
support/opposition	for	different	management	options.
3.3 | Within‐group differences in levels of support 
for harrier management
Unlike	all	other	groups,	Field	 sport	 respondents	 reported	 statis-
tically	 similar	 levels	 of	 support	 for	 all	 management	 approaches	
(Field	sport	F(5,700)	=	1.88,	p	=	0.10;	Non‐raptor	F(5,722)	=	10.95,	
p	<	0.001;	 Pro‐raptor	 F(5,798)	=	84.1,	 p	<	0.001;	 Pro‐birds	
F(5,550)	=	255.76,	 p	<	0.001)	 (Figure	 3,	 Supporting	 Information	
Table	 S5).	 Post	 hoc	 tests	 revealed	 that	 Non‐raptor	 respondents	
reported	significantly	lower	levels	of	support	for	a	southern	rein-
troduction	(M	=	0.05,	SD =	1.22)	compared	to	other	management	
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approaches;	their	support	for	the	reintroduction	did	not	differ	sig-
nificantly	to	the	low	level	of	support	they	reported	for	brood	man-




of	 support	 for	 brood	management	 compared	 to	 any	 other	man-
agement	 approach	 (M	=	−0.12,	 SD	=	1.30;	 M	=	−1.43,	 SD	=	0.93	
respectively).
3.4 | Between‐group differences in levels of support 
for harrier management
With	 the	 exception	 of	 diversionary	 feeding	 which	 was	 generally	
backed	by	all	groups,	levels	of	support	for	management	options	var-






was	 highest	 among	 Field	 sport	 followed	 by	 Non‐raptor	 affiliates.	
However,	 their	average	 levels	of	support	 for	 this	management	ap-
proach	were	conservative,	ranging	from	M	=	0.28	(SD	=	1.23,	Non‐
raptor)	 to	M	=	0.75	 (SD	=	1.15,	 Field	 sport)	where	 0	=	Neutral	 and	






tred	around	neutral	(M	=	0.05	SD =	1.22;	M =	−0.01,	SD =	1.26).
3.5 | Impact of proposed action plan measures on 
hen harrier recovery in England






















There	were	 no	 significant	 differences	 in	 opinions	 reported	 by	
individuals	from	different	affiliations	and	the	effectiveness	of	mon-
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reduce	stakeholder	conflict.	No	other	group	held	these	opinions	and	
Pro‐bird	respondents	were	significantly	less	likely	than	other	groups	
to	 believe	 that	 a	 southern	 reintroduction	 or	 brood	 management	
would	reduce	disagreements.
While	 there	 were	 some	 significant	 differences	 in	 levels	 of	
agreement	between	groups,	all	respondents	agreed	that	the	illegal	




legal	 killing,	 but	 these	 views	 differed	 significantly	 to	 respondents	
associated	with	Pro‐raptor	and	Pro‐bird	organizations.
Trust	 in	 Natural	 England	 differed	 significantly	 across	 groups	
(F(3,428)	=	6.88,	p	≤	0.001).	Post	hoc	tests	revealed	that	Field	sport	
and	 Pro‐raptor	 respondents	 reported	 statistically	 similar	 answers	
with	 a	 mean	 value	 indicative	 of	 slight	 trust	 (M	=	0.30,	 SD =	1.11;	












(a) Increase number of harriers (b) Reduce impact of harriers
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Improving intelligence
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M	=	0.35,	 SD =	0.35;	 p	=	0.98).	 Non‐raptor	 and	 Pro‐bird	 affiliates	
also	reported	statistically	similar	responses	(p	=	1.0)	but	with	a	mean	
value	 indicative	 of	 slight	 distrust	 in	 Natural	 England	 (M =	−0.10,	
SD =	0.93;	M =	−0.11,	SD =	1.02;	p	=	1.0).
4  | DISCUSSION
Our	work	 highlights	 the	 very	 different	 value	 orientations	 held	 by	
stakeholders	in	this	conflict.	While	the	majority	of	respondents	af-
filiated	 with	 field	 sport	 organizations	 reported	 utilitarian	 values,	
the	 majority	 of	 Pro‐raptor	 and	 Pro‐bird	 respondents	 were	 driven	
by	mutualist	 beliefs.	 These	 value	orientations	were	 strongly	 asso-
ciated	with	 people's	 attitudes	 towards	management.	 Those	 at	 the	
utilitarian	end	of	the	spectrum	generally	held	attitudes	supportive	
of	 grouse	 shooting	 and	 gamekeepers,	 in	 contrast	 to	 those	 on	 the	
mutualist	 side.	 As	 suggested	 by	 the	 cognitive	 hierarchy	 (Vaske	 &	
Manfredo,	 2012)	we	 also	 found	 strong	 correlations	 between	 atti-
tude	and	support	for	management	options,	our	proxy	for	behaviour.	
Those	holding	more	positive	attitudes	 towards	harriers	on	English	
uplands	 and	 less	 positive	 attitudes	 towards	 grouse	 shooting	 and	
gamekeepers	generally	showed	greater	support	for	monitoring,	nest	
protection,	and	 increased	 intelligence.	 In	contrast,	 those	reporting	
more	 positive	 attitudes	 towards	 shooting	 or	 gamekeepers	 were	






















2016),	 attitudes	 also	 change	 in	 relation	 to	experience	 (Espinosa	&	














meaningful	 dialogue	 between	 groups.	However,	 as	 suggested	 in	 a	
recent	analysis	of	conflicts	around	birds	of	prey	in	Scotland,	shared	
narratives	can	offer	a	springboard	to	new	exchanges	between	stake-
holders	 (Hodgson	 et	 al.,	 2018).	Consequently,	 there	may	be	merit	
in	 expanding	 the	 dialogue	 beyond	 harriers	 and	 towards	moorland	
management	more	 broadly;	 this	would	widen	 the	 opportunity	 for	
identification	of	common	narratives	and	goals.	As	is	often	the	case	
where	 conservation	 conflicts	 revolve	 around	 enigmatic	 predators,	
the	highly	political	 and	emotive	nature	of	 the	harrier–grouse	 con-
flict	means	establishing	a	more	expansive	dialogue	will	be	challeng-
ing.	However,	 approaches	 such	 as	 transdisciplinarity	 and	 adaptive	








is	 scope	 to	manage	problems	 to	 reduce	conflict	 (e.g.,	Butler	et	al.,	
2015;	Lundmark	&	Matti,	2015).	The	successful	 implementation	of	
these	deliberative	processes	requires	consideration	of	trust,	repre-
sentativeness,	 acknowledgement	 of	 different	 knowledge	 spheres,	
dialogue	 to	explore	perspectives,	and	agreed	goals	and	 leadership	





Young	et	 al.	 (2016)	highlighted	 the	 importance	of	building	and	
maintaining	 trust	 between	 stakeholders	 where	 conservation	 con-
flicts	occur.	Working	in	collaborative	teams	can	help	in	this	process	
(Stern,	2008).	Similarly,	trust	in	the	agency	responsible	for	manage-
ment	 is	 critical	 (Beierle	 &	 Konisky,	 2000;	 Sponarski,	 Vaske,	 Bath,	
&	 Musiani,	 2014).	 Without	 trust,	 people	 are	 less	 likely	 to	 accept	
management	interventions	(Cvetkovich	&	Winter,	2003;	Nyaupane,	




conflict	 have	 high	 levels	 of	 ecological	 knowledge.	 Building	 trust	
between	Natural	 England	and	 such	well‐informed	parties	 requires	
a	willingness	to	 integrate	such	knowledge	into	conservation	policy	
and “a willingness to share power in terms of knowledge and policy im‐
plementation”	(Young	et	al.,	2016).	Natural	England	strived	to	attain	









in	 the	Action	 Plan	 (DEFRA,	 2016).	 Probird	 affiliates	 showed	 clear	
preference	 for	 less	 invasive	 management,	 and	 alongside	 Pro‐rap-





between	 groups	 but	 among	 Pro‐raptor	 and	 Pro‐bird	 respondents	


























see	 how	 any	 progress	 towards	 conflict	management	 can	 develop	
without	 further	 investment	 in	 a	 strong,	 deliberative	 process	 that	
invests	 in	building	 trust	 through	a	 comanagement	process	 that	 is	
supported	by	government.	Any	such	process	will	require	leadership	




tions	would	be	willing	 to	come	to	 the	table,	and	will	 instead	con-
tinue	to	pursue	an	adversarial	focus	on	licensing	or	banning	grouse	
shooting.
A	 number	 of	 studies	 have	 highlighted	 the	 importance	 of	 un-
derstanding	 stakeholder	 values	 in	 conflicts	 over	 wildlife	 manage-
ment	 (e.g.,	Manfredo	et	al.,	2004;	Dickman	2010;	Dietsch,	Teel,	&	














AUTHOR ' S CONTRIBUTIONS
All	 authors	 contributed	 to	 conceptual	 design,	 or	 data	 acquisition,	
analysis	 and	 interpretation,	 writing	 or	 revising	 text,	 approved	 the	
submission	and	agree	accountability.






Freya A. V. St John  https://orcid.org/0000‐0002‐5707‐310X 
Steve M. Redpath  https://orcid.org/0000‐0001‐5399‐9477 
R E FE R E N C E S
Amar,	A.,	Court,	I.	R.,	Davison,	M.,	Downing,	S.,	Grimshaw,	T.,	Pickford,	
T.,	 &	 Raw,	 D.	 (2012).	 Linking	 nest	 histories,	 remotely	 sensed	
land	 use	 data	 and	 wildlife	 crime	 records	 to	 explore	 the	 impact	
of	 grouse	 moor	 management	 on	 peregrine	 falcon	 populations.	
Biological Conservation,	 145(1),	 86–94.	 https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
BIOCON.2011.10.014
Armitage,	D.	 R.,	 Plummer,	 R.,	 Berkes,	 F.,	 Arthur,	 R.	 I.,	 Charles,	A.	 T.,	
Davidson‐Hunt,	 I.	 J.,	 &	 Wollenberg,	 E.	 K.	 (2009).	 Adaptive	 co‐ 
management	for	social–ecological	complexity.	Frontiers in Ecology 
and the Environment,	 7(2),	 95–102.	 https://doi.org/10.1890/ 
070089
Avery,	M.	(2015).	Inglorious: Conflict in the Uplands.	London:	Bloomsbury	
Natural	History.
Beierle,	 T.	 C.,	 &	 Konisky,	 D.	 M.	 (2000).	 Values,	 conflict,	 and	
trust	 in	 participatory	 environmental	 planning.	 Journal of 
     |  11People and NatureST JOHN eT al.




wildlife	management:	 AQ	 analysis.	Ecological Economics,	118,	 198–
206.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.07.005
Butler,	 J.	 R.	 A.,	 Young,	 J.	 C.,	McMyn,	 I.	 A.	G.,	 Leyshon,	 B.,	 Graham,	 I.	
M.,	Walker,	I.,	…	Warburton,	C.	(2015).	Evaluating	adaptive	co‐man-
agement	as	conservation	conflict	resolution:	Learning	from	seals	and	
salmon. Journal of Environmental Management,	160,	212–225.	https://
doi.org/10.1016/J.JENVMAN.2015.06.019
Chan,	 K.	 M.	 A.,	 Balvanera,	 P.,	 Benessaiah,	 K.,	 Chapman,	 M.,	 Díaz,	 S.,	
Gómez‐Baggethun,	 E.,	 …	 Turner,	 N.	 (2016).	 Opinion:	Why	 protect	
nature?	Rethinking	 values	 and	 the	 environment.	Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,	113(6),	
1462–1465.	https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525002113
Curti,	M.,	 &	 Valdez,	 U.	 (2009).	 Incorporating	 community	 education	 in	
the	 strategy	 for	 harpy	 eagle	 conservation	 in	 Panama.	 The Journal 
of Environmental Education,	 40(4),	 3–16.	 https://doi.org/10.3200/
JOEE.40.4.3‐16
Cvetkovich,	 G.,	 &	 Winter,	 P.	 L.	 (2003).	 Trust	 and	 social	 representa-
tions	 of	 the	 management	 of	 threatened	 and	 endangered	 spe-
cies. Environment and Behavior,	 35(2),	 286–307.	 https://doi.
org/10.1177/0013916502250139
Davenport,	M.	 A.,	 Leahy,	 J.	 E.,	 Anderson,	D.	H.,	 &	 Jakes,	 P.	 J.	 (2007).	
Building	 trust	 in	 natural	 resource	 management	 within	 local	 com-
munities:	 A	 case	 study	 of	 the	 Midewin	 National	 Tallgrass	 Prairie.	
Retrieved	fromhttps://www.nrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/9328
DEFRA	(2016).	Joint	action	plan	to	increase	the	English	hen	harrier	pop-


















ulations.	 Journal of Applied Ecology,	 51(5),	 1236–1245.	 https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365‐2664.12315
Ericsson,	 G.,	 &	 Heberlein,	 T.	 A.	 (2003).	 Attitudes	 of	 hunters,	 locals,	
and	 the	 general	 public	 in	 Sweden	 now	 that	 the	 wolves	 are	 back.	
Biological Conservation,	 111(2),	 149–159.	 https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0006‐3207(02)00258‐6
Espinosa,	 S.,	 &	 Jacobson,	 S.	 K.	 (2012).	 Human‐wildlife	 conflict	 and	
environmental	 education:	 Evaluating	 a	 community	 program	 to	
















predicting	 factors	 in	 support	of	 reintroducing	bison	and	of	wolves	







ventions.	Journal for Nature Conservation,	22(4),	377–383.	https://doi.
org/10.1016/J.JNC.2014.03.005
Klein,	 J.	 T.,	 Grossenbacher‐Mansuy,	W.,	 Häberli,	 R.,	 Bill,	 A.,	 Scholz,	 R.	
W.,	Welti,	M.	 (Eds.).	 (2001).	Transdisciplinarity: Joint problem solving 
among science, technology, and society: An effective way for managing 







dimensions	 of	 human–wildlife	 conflict.	Conservation Biology,	 30(6),	
1200–1211.	https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12731
Madden,	 F.,	 &	 McQuinn,	 B.	 (2014).	 Conservation’s	 blind	 spot:	
The	 case	 for	 conflict	 transformation	 in	 wildlife	 conservation.	
Biological Conservation,	 178,	 97–106.	 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biocon.2014.07.015
Manfredo,	M.	J.	(2008).	Who cares about wildlife? Social science concepts 
for exploring human‐wildlife relationships and other issues in conserva‐
tion.	New	York:	Springer.
Manfredo,	M.	J.,	Teel,	T.	L.,	&	Bright,	A.	D.	(2004).	Application of the con‐




Arlinghaus,	 R.,	 &	 Sullivan,	 L.	 (2017).	Why	 social	 values	 cannot	 be	
changed	 for	 the	 sake	 of	 conservation.	 Conservation Biology,	 31(4),	
772–780.	https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12855
Marshall,	 K.,	 White,	 R.,	 &	 Fischer,	 A.	 (2007).	 Conflicts	 between	 hu-
mans	 over	 wildlife	 management:	 On	 the	 diversity	 of	 stakeholder	
attitudes	 and	 implications	 for	 conflict	 management.	 Biodiversity 
and Conservation,	 16(11),	 3129–3146.	 https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10531‐007‐9167‐5









other	public	lands:	A	structural	model.	Journal of Sustainable Tourism,	
17(4),	501–517.	https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580802651699
Pooley,	S.	(2016).	The	entangled	relations	of	humans	and	nile	crocodiles	
in	 Africa,	 c.1840‐1992.	 Environment and History,	 22(3),	 421–454.	
https://doi.org/10.3197/096734016X14661540219357
Redpath,	 S.	M.,	 Amar,	 A.,	 Smith,	 A.,	 Thompson,	 D.	 B.,	 &	 Thirgood,	 S.	
J..	 (2010).	People	and	nature	 in	conflict:	can	we	reconcile	hen	har-
rier	 conservation	 and	 game	 management.	 In	 Species management: 
12  |    People and Nature ST JOHN eT al.
Challenges and solutions for the 21st century	(pp.	335–350).	Edinburgh:	
The	Stationary	Office	Ltd	(TSO).
Redpath,	 S.	 M.,	 Gutiérrez,	 R.	 J.,	 Wood,	 K.	 A.,	 &	 Young,	 J.	 C.	 (2015).	
Conflicts in conservation: Navigating towards solutions.	Cambridge,	UK:	
Cambridge	University	Press.
Redpath,	 S.	 M.,	 Thirgood,	 S.	 J.,	 &	 Leckie,	 F.	 M.	 (2001).	 Does	 supple-
mentary	 feeding	 reduce	 predation	 of	 red	 grouse	 by	 hen	 harri-












Economic	 aspects	 of	 red	 grouse	 shooting	 and	 the	 implications	 for	








western	Alberta.	Canada. Environmental Conservation,	41(04),	 303–
310.	https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892913000593
Stern,	M.	J.	(2008).	Coercion,	voluntary	compliance	and	protest:	The	role	
of	 trust	 and	 legitimacy	 in	 combating	 local	 opposition	 to	protected	
areas. Environmental Conservation,	 35(03),	 200–210.	 https://doi.
org/10.1017/S037689290800502X
Tadaki,	M.,	 Sinner,	 J.,	 &	Chan,	 K.	M.	A.	 (2017).	Making	 sense	 of	 envi-
ronmental	values:	A	typology	of	concepts.	Ecology and Society,	22(1),	
art7.	https://doi.org/10.5751/ES‐08999‐220107




The	ecology	of	 a	 conflict.	Conservation Biology Series, Cambridge,	
9,	192.
Thirgood,	 S.,	 &	 Redpath,	 S.	 M.	 (2008).	 Hen	 harriers	 and	 red	
grouse:	 Science,	 politics	 and	 human–wildlife	 conflict.	 Journal 












Wilson,	 J.	D.	 (2016).	 Environmental	 impacts	 of	 high‐output	 driven	
shooting	of	Red	Grouse	Lagopus	lagopus	scotica.	Ibis,	158(2),	446–
452.	https://doi.org/10.1111/ibi.12356
Vaske,	 J.	 J.,	 &	 Donnelly,	 M.	 P.	 (1999).	 A	 value‐attitude‐behav-
ior	 model	 predicting	 wildland	 preservation	 voting	 inten-
tions.	 Society & Natural Resources,	 12(6),	 523–537.	 https://doi.
org/10.1080/089419299279425
Vaske,	J.	J.,	&	Manfredo,	M.	J.	(2012).	Social	psychological	considerations	




wildlife	management	actions.	Society & Natural Resources,	19(6),	515–
530.	https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920600663912
Young,	 J.	C.,	 Searle,	K.,	Butler,	A.,	 Simmons,	P.,	Watt,	A.	D.,	&	 Jordan,	
A.	 (2016).	 The	 role	 of	 trust	 in	 the	 resolution	 of	 conservation	 con-
flicts.	 Biological Conservation,	 195,	 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biocon.2015.12.030
Zainal	Abidin,	Z.	A.,	&	Jacobs,	M.	H.	(2016).	The	applicability	of	wildlife	
value	 orientations	 scales	 to	 a	muslim	 student	 sample	 in	Malaysia.	
Human Dimensions of Wildlife,	21(6),	555–566.	https://doi.org/10.108
0/10871209.2016.1199745
SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional	 supporting	 information	 may	 be	 found	 online	 in	 the	
Supporting	Information	section	at	the	end	of	the	article.
How to cite this article:	St	John	FAV,	Steadman	J,	Austen	G,	
Redpath	SM.	Value	diversity	and	conservation	conflict:	
Lessons	from	the	management	of	red	grouse	and	hen	harriers	
in	England.	People Nat. 2018;00:1–12. https://doi.org/10. 
1002/pan3.5
